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DETAILED ACTION 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
04/23/10 has been entered. Claims 2-4, 6-8, and 10-12 are currently pending. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 12 is being objected to for being a duplicate copy of claim 10. Both claims 
disclose a computer-implemented method for synchronizing with identical features. 
Claims 10-12 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
In claims 10-12 the phrase "operable to" is objected to because if refers to 
intended use and renders the claimed feature as optional. Appropriate correction is 
required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 2-4, 6, 7, and 10-12 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kruglikov (US Patent 6,505,215) in view of Guthery (US Patent 
6,824,064) and in further view of Mwaura (US Patent 6,779,002). 

With respect to claim 10, Kruglikov discloses a computer-implemented method 
for synchronizing, through a network, a first database that is stored in a mobile first data 
processing system and a second database stored in a second data processing system 
(Kruglikov: Abstract, lines 1-15; Col 2, lines 22-43; Fig 1), the method comprising: 

an application in the mobile first data processing system, the application being 
operable to request that the mobile first data processing system start a synchronization 
process of the first database with the second database according to a synchronization 
policy (Kruglikov: Abstract, lines 1-15; Column 2, lines 22-43; Column 4, lines 14-24; 
Column 5, lines 2-13; Figure 1); 

executing the application (Kruglikov: Abstract, lines 1-15; Column 2, lines 22-43; 
Column 5, lines 2-13; Figure 1); 

initiating, by the mobile first data processing system, the synchronization process 
of the first and second databases in response to receiving the command (Kruglikov: 
Abstract, lines 1-15; Column 2, lines 22-43; Column 5, lines 2-13; Figure 1). 

However, Kruglikov does not explicitly disclose: 

a security token coupled to the mobile first data processing device, loading the 
application in the security token; 
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The Guthery reference, however, discloses claimed a security token is coupled 
for communication with the mobile first data processing system and an application is 
loaded into the security token (Guthery: Abstract, lines 1-7; Column 2, lines 1-14 and 
51-57; Column 4, lines 25-29; Column 7, lines 33-35). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to modify the teachings of Kruglikov with the teachings 
of Guthery to have a data processing system include a security token controlled by an 
operator and load an application into the security token to move the administration of 
simultaneous communication with multiple applications on a smart card onto the smart 
card itself (Guthery: Column 3, lines 19-22). 

Kruglikov and Guthery do not explicitly disclose: 

receiving, by the application, messages or events that occur in the mobile first 
data processing system or in the network; 

in response to the messages or events received and in accordance with the 
synchronization policy, concluding by the application, whether a synchronization of the 
first and second databases is needed, and 

if a synchronization is needed, transmitting, by the application, a command to the 
mobile first data processing system that informs the mobile first data processing system 
that a new synchronization is requested, said command providing the mobile first data 
processing system with information about synchronization parameters for use in 
synchronizing content of the first and second databases; 
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The Mwaura reference, however, discloses receiving a message by an 
application and concluding if synchronization is needed by checking if the message is 
relevant, if it is relevant then taking a synchronization action (Mwaura: Abstract, lines 1- 
29; Column 6, lines 20-38). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to modify the teachings of Kruglikov and Guthery with 
the teachings of Mwaura to conclude if synchronization is needed, transmitting a 
command to take the designated synchronization action upon the message for 
synchronizing content of the first and second databases for providing a means to 
synchronize data between different databases (Mwaura: Column 1, lines 7-9). 

With respect to claim 2, Kruglikov in view of Guthery and in further view of 
Mwaura discloses the method according to claim 10, wherein the information includes 
an identifier of the second database to be synchronized (Kruglikov: Abstract, lines 1-15; 
Column 2, lines 22-43; Column 4, lines 14-24; Column 5, lines 2-13; Fig 1). 

With respect to claim 3, Kruglikov in view of Guthery and in further view of 
Mwaura discloses the method according to claim 10, wherein the information includes a 
synchronization protocol to be used between the first and second data processing 
systems (Kruglikov: Column 6, lines 33-36; Guthery: Column 8, lines 15-20). 
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With respect to claim 4, Kruglikov in view of Guthery and in further view of 
Mwaura discloses the method according to claim 10, wherein the information includes 
an identifier of the first database (Kruglikov: Column 2, lines 58-67; Column 3, lines 1- 
11; Mwaura: Abstract, lines 1-29; Column 6, lines 20-38). 

With respect to claim 6, Kruglikov in view of Guthery and in further view of 
Mwaura discloses the method according to claim 10, wherein the application is informed 
of a synchronization result between the first and second databases (Kruglikov: Abstract, 
lines 1-15; Column 2, lines 22-43; Column 4, lines 14-24; Figure 1; Guthery' 64: 
Abstract, lines 1-7; Column 2, lines 1-14 and 51-57; Column 4, lines 25-29; Column 7, 
lines 33-35; Mwaura: Abstract, lines 1-29; Column 6, lines 20-38). 

With respect to claim 7, Kruglikov in view of Guthery and in further view of 
Mwaura discloses the method according to claim 10, wherein the application is informed 
of a synchronization result if the synchronization result was requested in the command 
(Kruglikov: Abstract, lines 1-15; Column 2, lines 22-43; Column 4, lines 14-24; Figure 1; 
Mwaura: Abstract, lines 1-29; Column 6, lines 20-38). 

With respect to claim 1 1 , Kruglikov in view of Guthery and in further view of 
Mwaura discloses the method according to claim 10, wherein the mobile first data 
processing equipment executes a program operable to receive all of the synchronization 
parameters and to start the synchronization process (Kruglikov: Abstract, lines 1-15; 
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Column 2, lines 22-43; Column 4, lines 14-24; Figure 1; Guthery: Abstract, lines 1-7; 
Column 2, lines 1-14 and 51-57; Column 4, lines 25-29; Column 7, lines 33-35; Mwaura: 
Abstract, lines 1-29; Column 6, lines 20-38). 

With respect to claim 12, Kruglikov discloses a computer-implemented method 
for synchronizing, through a network, a first database that is stored in a mobile first data 
processing system and a second database stored in a second data processing system 
(Kruglikov: Abstract, lines 1-15; Col 2, lines 22-43; Figure 1), the method comprising: 

an application in the mobile first data processing system, the application being 
operable to request that the mobile first data processing system start a synchronization 
process of the first database with the second database according to a synchronization 
policy (Kruglikov: Abstract, lines 1-15; Column 2, lines 22-43; Column 4, lines 14-24; 
Column 5, lines 2-13; Figure 1); 

executing the application (Kruglikov: Abstract, lines 1-15; Column 2, lines 22-43; 
Column 5, lines 2-13; Figure 1). 

initiating, by the mobile first data processing system, the synchronization process 
of the first and second databases in response to receiving the command (Kruglikov: 
Abstract, lines 1-15; Column 2, lines 22-43; Column 5, lines 2-13; Figure 1). 

However, Kruglikov does not explicitly disclose: 

a security token coupled to the mobile first data processing device, loading the 
application in the security token; 
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The Guthery reference, however, discloses claimed a security token is coupled 
for communication with the mobile first data processing system and an application is 
loaded into the security token (Guthery: Abstract, lines 1-7; Column 2, lines 1-14 and 
51-57; Column 4, lines 25-29; Column 7, lines 33-35). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to modify the teachings of Kruglikov with the teachings 
of Guthery to have a data processing system include a security token controlled by an 
operator and load an application into the security token to move the administration of 
simultaneous communication with multiple applications on a smart card onto the smart 
card itself (Guthery: Column 3, lines 19-22). 

Kruglikov and Guthery do not explicitly disclose: 

receiving, by the application, messages or events that occur in the mobile first 
data processing system or in the network; 

in response to the messages or events received and in accordance with the 
synchronization policy, concluding by the application, whether a synchronization of the 
first and second databases is needed, and 

if a synchronization is needed, transmitting, by the application, a command to the 
mobile first data processing system that informs the mobile first data processing system 
that a new synchronization is requested, said command providing the mobile first data 
processing system with information about synchronization parameters for use in 
synchronizing content of the first and second databases; 
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The Mwaura reference, however, discloses receiving a message by an 
application and concluding if synchronization is needed by checking if the message is 
relevant, if it is relevant then taking a synchronization action (Mwaura: Abstract, lines 1- 
29; Column 6, lines 20-38). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to modify the teachings of Kruglikov and Guthery with 
the teachings of Mwaura to conclude if synchronization is needed, transmitting a 
command to take the designated synchronization action upon the message for 
synchronizing content of the first and second databases for providing a means to 
synchronize data between different databases (Mwaura: Column 1, lines 7-9). 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kruglikov 
in view of Guthery ('64) in further view of Mwaura as applied to claims 10, 2-4, 6, and 7 
above, and further in view of Guthery (US Patent 6,676,022), hereinafter referred to as 
Guthery ('22). 

With respect to claim 8, Kruglikov in view of Guthery ('64) in further view of 
Mwaura discloses the method according to claim 10, 

However, Kruglikov, Guthery and Mwaura do not explicitly disclose the command 
is a card application toolkit command. 
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The Guthery ('22) reference discloses a card application toolkit providing 
mechanisms that allow applications existing in the smart card to interact and operate 
(US (Guthery '22: Column 4, lines 41-64). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to modify the teachings of Kruglikov, Guthery ('64), 
and Mwaura with the teachings of Guthery ('22) for a command being a card application 
toolkit command for processing commands in a smart card (Guthery '22: Column 2, 
lines 62-63). 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on April 23, 2010 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive for the following reasons: 

Applicant argues that Kruglikov, Guthery, and Mwaura do not teach or even 
suggest the features "a first database that is stored in a mobile first data processing 
system", loading an application into a security token coupled to the mobile first data 
processing system, the application being operable to request that the mobile first data 
processing system start a synchronization process of the first database with the second 
database according to a synchronization policy". Applicant also argues that the 
examiner has failed to show proper motivation and prima facie obviousness has not 
been established with respect to independent claims 10 and 12. 
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Examiner respectfully disagrees all of the allegations as argued. Examiner, in his 
previous office action, gave detail explanation of claimed limitation and pointed out 
exact locations in the cited prior art. 

Examiner is entitled to give claim limitations their broadest reasonable 
interpretation in light of the specification. See MPEP 21 1 1 [R-1] 

Interpretation of Claims-Broadest Reasonable Interpretation 

During patent examination, the pending claims must be 'given the broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification.' Applicant always has the 
opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution and broad interpretation by the 
examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be interpreted more 
broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

In response to applicant's argument, a prima facie case of obviousness is 
established when the teachings from the prior art itself would appear to have suggested 
the claimed subject matter to a person of ordinary skill in the art. Once such a case is 
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established, it is incumbent upon appellant to go forward with objective evidence of 
unobviousness. In re Fielder , 471 F.2d 640, 176 USPQ 300 (CCPA 1973). 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 
871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

Kruglikov teaches in Abstract lines 1-15, Column 2 lines 22-43, Column 4 lines 
14-24, Column 5 lines 2-13 and in Figure 1 about a computer-implemented method for 
synchronizing, through a network, a first database that is stored in a mobile first data 
processing system and a second database stored in a second data processing system 
by an application in the mobile first data processing system, the application being 
operable to request that the mobile first data processing system start a synchronization 
process of the first database with the second database according to a synchronization 
policy, executing the application, and initiating, by the mobile first data processing 
system, the synchronization process of the first and second databases in response to 
receiving the command. 

However, Kruglikov does not explicitly disclose: 

a security token coupled to the mobile first data processing device, loading the 
application in the security token; 

The Guthery reference teaches in Abstract lines 1-7, Column 2 lines 1-14 and 
51-57, Column 4 lines 25-29, Column 7 lines 33-35 about a security token coupled for 
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communication with the mobile first data processing system and an application being 
loaded into the security token. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to modify the teachings of Kruglikov with the teachings 
of Guthery to have a data processing system include a security token controlled by an 
operator and load an application into the security token to move the administration of 
simultaneous communication with multiple applications on a smart card onto the smart 
card itself (Guthery: Column 3, lines 19-22). 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., "the application remotely coupled to the portable computer system that stores the 
database", "synchronization initiated by a remote command", "a first database that is 
stored in a portable system remote from a synchronization program loaded into the 
smartcard", and "a remote command is provided to the portable system from the smart 
card to start the synchronization process") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

For the above reasons, Examiner believed that rejection of the last Office action 
was proper. 
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Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to REZWANUL MAHMOOD whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-5625. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F 10 A.M. - 5 P.M.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571)272-4085. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/R. M./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2164 
May 6, 2010 



/Charles Rones/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2164 



